
 

AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Title: Recommendation to approve a Zoning Map Amendment, Special 
Use for PUD Amendment, and PUD Preliminary Plan for Heritage 
Green (Foxwood Square PUD, 309 S. 6th Ave.)  

Presenter: Russell Colby 

 
Please check appropriate box: 
   Government Operations       Government Services 

X Planning & Development (2/9/15)  City Council 

 
Estimated Cost:   Budgeted:    YES  NO  

If NO, please explain how item will be funded: 

 
Executive Summary: 
The Foxwood Square PUD is the city block bound by S. 5th, Indiana, S. 6th and Ohio Avenues and is the 
location of the Raymond Judd House, 309 S. 6th Ave., a City designated Historic Landmark. In 2007, the City 
approved a PUD to permit the property to be developed with 10 two-unit buildings on the perimeter of the site, 
with the Judd House to be renovated into two condominium units. The site was prepared for development and 
two of the townhome units were constructed at the northeast corner of the property. These units are now under 
separate ownership. The Judd House is vacant and no improvements have been made to the structure since the 
PUD approval. 

 

A Concept Plan application proposing to demolish the Judd House was submitted by a developer in late 2013. 
The feedback received from the City was not favorable, and the developer did not pursue purchase of the site. 

 

A different developer and contact purchaser of the Judd House and the remaining vacant lots, Bob Rasmussen, 
JRD Development Inc. has filed formal application requesting approval to modify the approved plans for the 
project as follows: 

• Renovate the Judd House for 4 multi-family units (instead of 2) 

• Construct 3, 3-unit townhome buildings on the remainder of the site for a total of 9 additional 
townhomes (instead of 4 additional buildings of 2 unit buildings, for a total of 8 additional units). 

The proposal necessitates applications for a Zoning Map Amendment, Special Use Application to amend the 
Foxwood Square PUD, and approval of a new PUD Preliminary Plan. 
 

Plan Commission Recommendation: 
On 1/20/15, the Plan Commission held a public hearing and voted 7-0 to recommended approval of the 
applications, subject to resolution of staff comments prior to City Council action. Revised plans have been 
submitted to address the staff comments on the site and landscape plans. 

Attachments: (please list) 
Plan Commission Resolution, Historic Preservation Commission Resolution, Staff Report, 
Applications, Plans, 2007 Foxwood Square PUD site plan and ordinance 
Recommendation / Suggested Action (briefly explain): 

Recommendation to approve a Zoning Map Amendment, Special Use for PUD Amendment, and PUD 
Preliminary Plan for Heritage Green (Foxwood Square PUD, 309 S. 6th Ave.) 
 
For office use only: 
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City of St. Charles, Illinois 
Plan Commission Resolution No. 1-2015 

 
A Resolution Recommending Approval of a Map Amendment from RT-4 

Traditional Single and Two Family Residential District to CBD-2 Mixed Use 
Business District, Special Use to Amend PUD Ordinance 2007-Z-4 and PUD 
Preliminary Plan for Heritage Green (Foxwood Square PUD, 309 S. 6th Ave.) 
 

Passed by Plan Commission on January 20, 2015 
  
 WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the St. Charles Plan Commission to hold public 
hearings and review requests for Map Amendments, Special Use and PUD Preliminary Plan; and, 
   
 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has reviewed the Map Amendment from RT-4 
Traditional Single and Two Family Residential District to CBD-2 Mixed Use Business District, 
Special Use to Amend PUD Ordinance 2007-Z-4 and PUD Preliminary Plan for Heritage Green; 
and, 
  
 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission finds approval of said Map Amendment, Special Use and 
PUD Preliminary Plan to be in the best interest of the City of St. Charles based on the following: 
  

FINDINGS OF FACT FOR MAP AMENDMENT 
 

1. The existing uses and zoning of nearby property.  

The Property is bordered by the CBD-2 district to the north and RT-4 to the east, west 
and south.  Property to the north has multi-family and office uses.  All other adjoining 
properties are residential. 

2. The extent to which property values are diminished by the existing zoning 
restrictions. 

The zoning requested will help the value of the subject property by allowing the 3-unit 
buildings as they are more cost effective to build.  The neighboring properties will 
benefit by the completion of a now defunct development. 

3. The extent to which the reduction of the property’s value under the existing zoning 
restrictions promotes the health, safety, morals or general welfare of the public. 

The inability to renovate the Judd mansion to a 4-unit apartment building as well as 
create more reasonably priced townhomes currently makes the site a non-viable location 
for development. 
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4. The suitability of the property for the purposes for which it is presently zoned, i.e. 
the feasibility of developing the property for one or more of the uses permitted 
under the existing zoning classification. 

The current zoning does not allow for an economically viable development. 

5. The length of time that the property has been vacant, as presently zoned, considered 
in the context of the land development in the area where the property is located.  

The development has lied dormant for 7+ years. 

6. The evidence, or lack of evidence, of the community’s need for the uses permitted 
under the proposed district.  

The community needs nice, reasonably priced residential units close to downtown.  The 
community also needs additional rental units near downtown. 

7. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  

The Comprehensive Plan remains residential we are consistent with the use. 

8. Whether the proposed amendment corrects an error or omission in the Zoning 
Map.  

N/A 

9. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates nonconformities. 

The proposed CBD-2 zoning will allow the development to conform. 

10. The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question.  

The area is constantly being re-developed in many residential ways through tear downs 
and rehabs of existing structures. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT FOR AMENDMENT TO SPECIAL USE FOR PUD 
 
The Plan Commission finds the amendment to a Special Use for a PUD is in the public 
interest, based on the following criteria: 

i. The proposed PUD advances one or more of the purposes of the Planned Unit 
Development procedure stated in Section 17.04.400.A: 
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1. To promote a creative approach to site improvements and building design that 
results in a distinctive, attractive development that has a strong sense of place, yet 
becomes an integral part of the community. 

2. To create places oriented to the pedestrian that promote physical activity and social 
interaction, including but not limited to walkable neighborhoods, usable open space 
and recreational facilities for the enjoyment of all. 

3. To encourage a harmonious mix of land uses and a variety of housing types and 
prices. 

4. To preserve native vegetation, topographic and geological features, and 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

5. To promote the economical development and efficient use of land, utilities, street 
improvements, drainage facilities, structures and other facilities. 

6. To encourage redevelopment of sites containing obsolete or inappropriate buildings 
or uses. 

7. To encourage a collaborative process among developers, neighboring property 
owners and residents, governmental bodies and the community. 

 
Numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7. This development will be a great example of saving a historical 
home (the Judd Mansion) while incorporating new townhomes on adjacent parcels. We have 
increased the parking and green space from the current PUD that is in place. We will be 
creating different architecture and finishes amongst the buildings. The development will 
bring new families into our downtown. 

 

ii.  The proposed PUD and PUD Preliminary Plans conform to the requirements of the 
underlying zoning district or districts in which the PUD is located and to the applicable 
Design Review Standards contained in Chapter 17.06, except where: 

A. Conforming to the requirements would inhibit creative design that serves 
community goals, or  

B. Conforming to the requirements would be impractical and the proposed PUD will 
provide benefits that outweigh those that would have been realized by conforming 
to the applicable requirements.  

Factors listed in Section 17.04.400.B shall be used to justify the relief from 
requirements: 

1. The PUD will provide community amenities beyond those required by ordinance, 
such as recreational facilities, public plazas, gardens, public are, pedestrian and 
transit facilities. 

2. The PUD will preserve open space, natural beauty and critical environmental 
areas in excess of what is required by ordinance or other regulation. 

3. The PUD will provide superior landscaping, buffering or screening. 

4. The buildings within the PUD offer high quality architectural design. 
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5. The PUD provides for energy efficient building and site design. 

6. The PUD provides for the use of innovative stormwater management techniques. 

7. The PUD provides accessible dwelling units in numbers or with features beyond 
what is required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or other 
applicable codes. 

8. The PUD provides affordable dwelling units in conformance with, or in excess of, 
City policies and ordinances. 

9. The PUD preserves historic buildings, sites or neighborhoods. 

 
Item B and numbers 2, 4 and 9. The PUD will create more open space than the current PUD. 
We will be renovating and saving the historic Judd Mansion. We will be introducing high 
quality architectural designs to the neighborhood. 

 
 
iii. The proposed PUD conforms with the standards applicable to Special uses (section 

17.04.330.C.0): 
 
A. Public Convenience: The Special Use will serve the public convenience at the 

proposed location.   
 

Creating for rent and for sale homes near town will benefit out town. 
 
B. Sufficient Infrastructure: That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage 

and/or necessary facilities have been, or are being, provided.   
 

The infrastructure is currently in place and is sufficient. 
 
C. Effect on Nearby Property: That the Special Use will not be injurious to the 

use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity for the 
purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish or impair property 
values within the neighborhood.   

 
The proposed development will bring new homes into the neighbourhood and will 
in turn help reflect the increased values in this are as redevelopment continues. 

 
D.  Effect on Development of Surrounding Property: That the establishment of 

the Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and 
improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district. 

 
The special use will have no impact on the long term development in the area. 
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E. Effect on General Welfare: That the establishment, maintenance or 
operation of the Special Use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public 
health, safety, comfort or general welfare.   
 
There will be no effect on the safety or comfort of the neighboring properties. 

 
F. Conformance with Codes: That the proposed Special Use conforms to all 

existing Federal, State and local legislation and regulation and meets or 
exceeds all applicable provisions of this Title, except as may be varied 
pursuant to a Special Use for Planned Unit Development. 

 
The development will conform to all current codes. 

 
iv.   The proposed PUD will be beneficial to the physical development, diversity, tax base 

and economic well-being of the City. 
 

The development will create more homes and thus bring new families to our town.  This 
will increase tax base and the economic well-being of the city. 

 
v. The proposed PUD conforms to the purposes and intent of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

The Comprehensive Plan indicates the city’s desire to keep this area residential as does 
the proposed PUD. 

 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the St. Charles Plan Commission to recommend to 
the City Council approval of a Map Amendment from RT-4 Traditional Single and Two Family 
Residential District to CBD-2 Mixed Use Business District, Special Use to Amend PUD Ordinance 
2007-Z-4 and PUD Preliminary Plan for Heritage Green (Foxwood Square PUD, 309 S. 6th Ave.), 
subject to resolution of all staff comments prior to City Council action. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
Ayes:  Wallace, Gaugel, Doyle, Pretz, Kessler, Amatangelo, Purdy 
Nays:   
Absent: Holderfield, Schuetz   
Motion Carried: 7-0 
 
 PASSED, this 20th day of January 2015. 
 
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 Chairman                     
 St. Charles Plan Commission 





 
 
 
 
 
 
STAFF MEMO 
 
TO:  Chairman Dan Stellato 
  And Members of the Planning & Development Committee 
 
FROM: Russell Colby 
  Planning Division Manager 
 
RE:  Heritage Green (Foxwood Square PUD – 309 S. 6th Ave.) 
 
DATE:  February 6, 2015 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
    
I. APPLICATION INFORMATION: 

Project Name: Heritage Green (Foxwood Square PUD - 309 S. 6th Ave.)  

Applicant:  Bob Rasmussen, JRD Development Inc. 

Purpose:  Modify approved plans to create 4 residential units in Raymond Judd 
House; construct 3, 3 unit townhome buildings on remaining 
undeveloped property 

 
 
General Information: 

Site Information 
Location 309 S. 6th Ave. (Block bound by Rt. 25/5th, 6th, Indiana & Ohio Aves.) 
Acres 40,250 square feet (0.92 acres) – Total PUD  

35,424 square feet (0.88 acres) – Proposed site 
 

Applications: Zoning Map Amendment (RT-4 to CBD-2) 
Special Use (Amendment to PUD) 
PUD Preliminary Plan 

Applicable     
City Code 
Sections 

 Foxwood Square PUD Ord. 2007-Z-4, Landmark Ord. 2000-Z-16 
Title 17, Chapter 17.12 - Residential Districts; Chapter 17.14 “Business & Mixed 
Use Districts”; Chapter 17.32 “Historic Preservation” 

 
Existing Conditions 

Land Use Existing Judd House and vacant development site 
Zoning RT-4 Traditional Single & Two-Family Residential 

 
Zoning Summary 

North CBD-2 Mixed Use Business Heritage Square 
East RT-4 Trad. Single & Two Family Res. 1 to 2 unit residential houses 
South RT-4 Trad. Single & Two Family Res. 1 to 2 unit residential houses 
West RT-4 Trad. Single & Two Family Res. 1 to 2 unit residential houses 

 
Comprehensive Plan Designation 

Single Family Attached Residential 

Community & Economic Development 
Planning Division 

Phone:  (630) 377-4443 
Fax:  (630) 377-4062 
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II. OVERVIEW 
 

A. PROPERTY HISTORY/BACKGROUND 
 

The Foxwood Square PUD is the city block bound by S. 5th, Indiana, S. 6th and Ohio 
Avenues and is the location of the Raymond Judd House, 309 S. 6th Ave., a City designated 
Historic Landmark. 
 
The subject property was originally developed as a single-family house around 1900 and the 
house and yard occupied the entire block. From 1940 to 1970, the house was used as a home 
for the elderly called the Valley Rest Home. It was later used again as a single-family house 
into the early 2000s. 
 
In 2000, the property was designated as a Historic Landmark by the City. The house was 
given the name “The Raymond Judd House” (or Judd Mansion) for the owner that lived in 
the house from 1902 to 1931, who was a significant cattle dealer during this time period. (The 
house is sometimes referred to as the “Haviland House” for the builder, F.P. Haviland.) In 
addition to its prominent size and location, the building was granted Historic Landmark 
designation for being the only true example of Mission architecture in St. Charles. 
 
In 2002-2003, the property was purchased by the Riverside Community Church. The City 
approved a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the property to allow the building to be 
expanded to the west into a larger church building, with some additional parking to be added 
on the site. The church occupied the building for a period of time but ultimately decided not 
to construct the addition and instead moved to a different location. 
 
In 2006-2007, the property was purchased by North Face Builders, Inc., the original 
developer of the project that was named Foxwood Square. The City approved amending the 
existing PUD in 2007 to permit the property to be developed with 10 two-unit buildings on 
the perimeter of the site, with the Judd House to be renovated into two condominium units. 
 
The developer prepared the site for construction in 2007, including removing the mature trees 
from the site, installing utilities for the townhome buildings and grading the entire property. 
Two of the townhome units were constructed at the northeast corner of the property.  
 
No renovations were completed on the Judd House itself and the building has remained 
vacant since it was last occupied by the church prior to 2007. The remaining development 
sites and the Judd House have been bank-owned and marketed for sale since 2010. The two 
existing townhomes are under separate ownership. 

 
B. CONCEPT PLAN (2013) 

 
In December 2013, SGC Builders, represented by Gary and Michael Ciampi of Michael 
Vincent Homes, filed a Concept Plan application requesting to have the Judd House 
demolished and for the townhome development to be completed with 13 additional units 
(increasing the total number of residential units approved for the site from 12 to 15). 
Feedback from the Historic Preservation Commission, Plan Commission and Planning & 
Development Committee on the proposal to demolish the Judd House was not favorable, and 
therefore SGC Builders did not proceed with purchasing the property. 
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C. CURRENT PROPOSAL 
 

A different developer and contact purchaser of the Judd House and remaining vacant lots, 
Bob Rasmussen, JRD Development Inc., has filed formal applications requesting approval to 
modify the approved plans for the project as follows: 

 Renovate the Judd House for 4 multi-family units (instead of 2) 
 Construct 3, 3-unit townhome buildings on the remainder of the site for a total of 9 

additional townhomes (instead of 4 additional buildings of 2 unit buildings, for a 
total of 8 additional units). 

  
 The proposal necessitates the following Zoning Applications: 
 

1. Zoning Map Amendment (rezoning) to a zoning district that permits multiple-
family residential use and townhomes. The current RT-4 zoning only permits single 
or two-family structures. The adjacent CBD-2 zoning district, located immediately to 
the north, permits both multiple-family dwellings and townhomes. 
 

2. Special Use Application to amend the Foxwood Square PUD Ordinance #2007-Z-4 
to reflect changes to the PUD development standards for the project (unit count, 
building height, setbacks, building coverage, etc.) 

 
3. PUD Preliminary Plan application requesting approval of the revised site, 

engineering, landscape and building architectural plans. 
 
 
III. ANALYSIS 
 

A. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

The 2013 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map identifies the site as “Attached Single Family”: 
 

“Single family attached structures are connected horizontally, typically two stories in 
height. Single-family attached homes can serve as transitional areas between Single-
family neighborhoods and commercial or multi-family development, and also act as an 
intermediate step for residential between apartment/condo living and home ownership. 
These types of units are popular for empty nesters and others looking to downsize to a 
smaller home.” 

 
The Residential Areas Framework Plan provides Land Use Policies on p. 43. A number of the 
policies would be applicable to this project, including: 
 

 Preserve the character of the City’s existing single family residential 
neighborhoods: The City’s residential areas are composed of a number of unique 
and distinct neighborhoods. While they may differ in configuration, unit type, and lot 
size, these neighborhoods are well established and have their own character. 
Development and reinvestment within these neighborhoods should be context 
sensitive, and compatible with the established neighborhood character and fabric. 
Regardless of the location or housing type, residential development or redevelopment 
should be carefully regulated to ensure compatibility with the scale and character of 
surrounding and adjacent residential neighborhoods. New infill development, 
teardown redevelopment, and alterations to existing development should maintain a 
setback, height, bulk, and orientation similar to its surroundings. 
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 Transition densities to maximize compatibility: As St. Charles approaches its full 
build-out, its new growth and investment will shift from new development in outlying 
areas to redevelopment of infill sites, and many of the available infill parcels are 
situated between established residential areas and the City’s busy commercial 
districts. This shift will create new challenges and obstacles for development not 
associated with easier “green-field” development, including: adaptive reuse, 
fixed/smaller parcel sizes, greater neighborhood sensitivity, and increased 
density/intensity. A recommended strategy for improved compatibility is place similar 
density and lot sizes adjacent to existing residential areas and then to transition to 
high residential densities moving closer to commercial areas and busy streets. This 
approach assists with compatibility of adjacent use areas and provides additional 
density to serve as a transitional land use. 

 
Other relevant Comprehensive Plan Recommendations: 

 P. 122, Development Character and Urban Design: New neighborhood development 
or local infill should respect the surrounding context in the design of street networks, 
infrastructure, housing stock, and other built elements. Infill development should 
strive to reflect the context in terms of site design, massing and scale, and 
architectural design… 

 
B. HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION REVIEW 

 
The subject property is a designated Historic Landmark. For properties in a Historic District 
and or a designated Landmark site, and for properties within 250 feet of a Historic District or 
designated Landmark site, the Zoning Ordinance calls for the Historic Preservation 
Commission to review zoning applications and comment regarding the potential impact on 
the historic resources of the City, particularly with regard to designated landmarks and 
historic districts directly affected. 
 
The Central Historic District is located immediately north of the subject property across 
Indiana Ave. Another Historic Landmark, the Haviland House, is located immediately east of 
the site at 314-316 S. 6th Ave. 
 
The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed and recommended approval of the zoning 
applications on 1/7/15. The Commission discussed the following: 
 

 Changes to the exterior of the Judd House: 
 

o The Commission supports removal of the rounded porch area at the southeast 
corner of the building. 

o The developer is open to keeping or removing the porte cochere located at 
the north end of the porch. Removal of the porte cochere will give the Judd 
House a more balanced appearance from 6th Ave., whereas now the buildings 
appear crowded together. The Commission acknowledged there is value to 
keeping the porte cochere as part of the history of the building; however, 
they would allow removal of the porte cochere to improve the aesthetics of 
the development. 
 

 Proposed townhome buildings: 
 

o The Commission has previously discussed the need for variation between 
each of the three proposed buildings. The developer presented that a red tone  
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brick would be used to complement the Judd House, but that the buildings 
are designed to appear as separate structures from the Judd House. Each 
building will have variation in color and trim. 

o The Commission was satisfied with the architectural elevations and the 
developer’s proposal for variation between the buildings. 

 
A Historic Preservation Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) approval will be required for 
the building permits to modify the Judd House and construct each townhome building. 
 
 

C. ZONING REVIEW: 
 
Zoning District and Use Category: 
 
The use definitions of the Zoning Ordinance define the proposed uses as follows: 

 The buildings with three townhouses are categorized as Townhouse Dwellings (A 
building with more than two units attached horizontally.) 

 The Judd House with 4 residential units would be categorized as a Multiple-Family 
Dwelling (A building with three (3) or more dwelling units not designed as a 
townhouse, where each dwelling unit is provided an individual entrance to the 
outdoors or to a common hallway.) 

 
The existing RT-4 Traditional Single and Two Family zoning of the property allows for 
Single and Two-Family Dwellings only. The property must be rezoned to permit Multiple-
Family Dwellings or Townhouse Dwellings. 

 
The CBD-2 Mixed Use Business District, which is adjacent to the site north of Indiana Ave. 
(the Heritage Square development), permits multiple-family and townhouse development that 
is similar in character to the proposed development plan.  
 
The CBD-2 district, however also permits limited business uses. Through a PUD ordinance, 
the City would restrict the land use of the subject property to residential uses only. 
 
The purpose statement for the CBD-2 Mixed Use Business District: 
 

The purpose of the CBD-2 Mixed Use District is to provide for a properly scaled mixed-
use transition between single-family residential neighborhoods and the retail core of the 
CBD-1 Central Business District. The CBD-2 District permits a mix of retail, service, 
office, and medium-density residential uses within buildings that are of a reduced height 
and scale than that permitted in the CBD-1 District. However, development in this 
district is also intended to retain a pedestrian-oriented character, similar to that of the 
CBD-1 District. 
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Zoning and Residential Density of Surrounding Blocks (dwelling units per acre) 
 

 The aerial photo below shows the gross residential density of each block surrounding 
the subject property.  

 
 The Heritage Square developments to the north and northwest are both mixed use 

developments which contain buildings with commercial uses in addition to 
residential units.  

 
 The blocks to the east, south and west are all developed with single-family style 

residential structures, but some buildings contain more than a single unit. 
 

Heritage Sq. I 
Mixed Use 
CBD-2, 15 du/a

Heritage Sq. II 
Mixed Use 
CBD-2, 14 du/a 

Lincoln School 
CBD-2  

RT-4  
6.16 du/a 

RT-4 & RT-3  
7.43 du/a 

RT-4 & RT-3 
8.8 du/a 

RT-4 & RT-3 
7.6 du/a 

RT-4  
8.7 du/a 

Subject Property 
Approved: 13 du/a 
Proposed: 16.3 du/a 
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Development Standards 
 
The Foxwood Square PUD established zoning parameters for the project. The table below 
compares the existing RT-4 zoning regulations, the 2007 approved PUD regulations, the 
proposed CBD-2 zoning, and the current PUD proposal. 
 
(“Total PUD” in the table refers to the entire block which is the original PUD area, 
“Proposal” refers to the subject property, which does not include the two townhome units at 
the northeast corner of the site that are under separate ownership. ) 

 

 

RT-4 
District 
(existing 
zoning) 

2007 PUD 

CBD-2 
District  

(proposed 
rezoning) 

2015 PUD Proposal 

Number of Units 
Proposed 

 12  
Total PUD: 15 
Proposal: 13 

Minimum Lot Area 
Per Unit 

3,750 sf 3,340 sf 

Townhomes: 
3,000 

Multi-family: 
2,200 

Total PUD: 2,667 sf 
Proposal: 2,724 sf 

Density in units per 
acre 

11.6 du/acre 13 du/acre 14.5 du/acre 
Total PUD: 16.3 du/acre 

Proposal: 16 du/acre 

Maximum Building 
Coverage  

(excludes open 
porches) 

25% 38% 40% 
Total PUD: 30.5% 
Proposal: 27.8% 

Maximum Building 
Height 

32 ft. or 2 
stories 

37.73 ft. 40 ft. 38 ft. 

Min. Front Yard 
(6th Ave.) 

20 ft. 10 ft. 5 ft. 
10 ft.  

(existing townhomes)  
Min. Exterior 

Sideyard (Ohio & 
Indiana Ave.) 

15 ft. 8 ft. 5 ft. 8 ft. 

Min. Rear Yard 
(along 5th Ave.) 

30 ft. 8 ft. 20 ft. 12 ft. 

Max. number of 
buildings on a lot 
(17.22.010.A.1) 

1 6 
No limit- must 
meet minimum 

lot area 
5 

Off-Street Parking 2 per unit 
2 per unit 

(in garages) 
1 per unit 

Townhome: 2 per unit in 
garages 

 
Surface parking, including 
spaces for multi-family: 12 

 
(Total required per zoning: 

13) 
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D. SITE LAYOUT & PARKING 
 

 The site layout is similar to the 2007 PUD plan, with townhome units located around the 
perimeter of the site, with internal access drives. 

 
 The three unit townhome buildings have roughly the same footprint as the previously 

approved two-unit buildings.  
 

 The landscape plan shows a site area breakdown of 31.7% building footprints, 33.1% 
pavement and walks, and 35.2% open space. 

 
o With the elimination of one building and the enclosed garages for the Judd House 

units, the total Building Coverage per the Zoning Ordinance definition has 
dropped from 38% to 30.5 % (excludes open, unenclosed porches). 

 
 The number of onsite parking spaces has increased: 

 
o The 2007 plan included two garage parking spaces per unit with no additional 

on-site parking spaces. The proposed plan provides two garage parking spaces 
per townhome unit, plus 12 parking spaces to be used by the 4 Judd House units 
and for additional parking for the entire development.  
 

o The total parking provided is in excess of what is required in the CBD-2 district 
(13 spaces, at 1 per unit for all residential uses). The CBD-2 requirement 
assumes there is available public on- or off-street parking in the vicinity of the 
site. Given the high utilization of on-street parking from nearby properties, 
including Lincoln School, staff recommends a parking ratio of no less than 2 
spaces per unit. 

o At 2 spaces per unit, 4 guest or overflow spaces will be provided. 
 
Staff Comment: 
 Consideration should be given to extending a sidewalk to the north and south from 

the Judd House entry sidewalk, directly west of the parking stalls. 
 

E. LANDSCAPE PLAN 
 

 A revised landscape plan has been provided since the Plan Commission review. 
 

 Parkway trees were planted around the property at the time of the initial site work. 
 

 Due to the limited size of the parking areas, parking lot screening and internal 
parking lot landscaping are not required by the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 The driveways for the existing townhomes are constructed of paver bricks. Asphalt is 

proposed for all driveways for the new development. (For consistency, paver brick 
could be used for the drive aisle portion of the new entry driveway in front of the 
Judd House) 
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 Building Foundation Landscaping is required for the new townhome buildings: 

 
Building Foundation 

Landscaping: 17.26.080 
Requirement Shown on Plan 

Trees: 2 per 50 ft. 8 per building 3 to 4 adjacent to each new building 
9 trees in the internal greenspace 

Shrubs: 20 per 50 ft. 80 per building Meets requirement: 68 to 73 shrubs 
per building, plus perennials (Vinca 
Minor) 

75% of the front wall to be 
landscaped 

75% Meets the requirement 

50% of remaining walls to 
be landscaped 

50% Meets the requirement 

 
Staff Comments: 
 The landscape plan is comparable to the previously approved plan in terms of 

quantity and quality of plantings. 
 

 Trees have been added within the internal greenspaces in lieu of the narrow spaces 
around the townhome buildings (between the building and the sidewalk). Trees 
located in narrow setback areas can become overgrown, eventually requiring 
removal. The parkway areas, which are a more appropriate location for a shade tree, 
have been densely planted around the property, which offsets the need for additional 
building foundation trees. 

 
 A tree can be added at the northeast corner of Building 3 to provide symmetry with 

the tree at the southeast corner of the existing townhome building. 
 

 
F. BUILDING DESIGN 
 

 The architectural concept is to treat the Judd House as a separate building by using 
compatible but simpler architectural styles for the townhomes (as opposed to the 2007 
plan, which attempted to make the whole development appear more uniform in style). 
Elimination of the existing rounded porch and porte cochere would help better define the 
Judd House as a standalone structure and will make the site appear more balanced and 
less crowded. 
 

 The architectural elevations for the townhome buildings include brick and a combination 
of cedar and fiber cement siding. The developer plans to use red-tone brick to 
complement the Judd House. Minor architectural details and colors will vary between 
each townhome building. 

 
 The building code requires a second egress with access to the ground level to be provided 

for each of the townhome units. The circular staircase off of the back porch of the units 
meets the code requirement. 
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G. ENGINEERING REVIEW 

 
 Utilities have been installed based on the 2007 plan and new services will be needed for 

the additional units. 
 

 Stormwater detention is not required for a residential project of this size. However, a 
stormwater report will need to be provided comparing the approved vs. proposed 
impervious surface areas, with calculations of pre and post development runoff. 
 

 The internal access drive is not necessary for Fire Dept. access; however potential use of 
the access drives by garbage or deliver vehicles should be considered. 

 
 The Judd House will require fire sprinklers. The Fire Dept. connection to the building 

will need to be located such that it meets the minimum distance requirement to a hydrant. 
The pathway between the Fire Dept. connection and hydrant needs to be traversable. 

 
 Fire flow for fire suppression is not anticipated to be an issue, however, the City Code 

requires a fire flow of at least 1,000 gallons per second be met, otherwise fire sprinklers 
would be required for the townhome units.  

 
H. SUBDIVISION PLAT 

 
 A revised Preliminary Plat of Subdivision has been provided to correct building lot lines 

to match the new site plan.  
 

 An existing Ingress and Egress easements will be modified based on the new access drive 
layout. 
 

 Previously granted landscape easements should be abrogated, as these areas are now 
located the common lot. 
 

 A blanket utility easement (exclusive of building footprints) was previously provided. 
 

I. INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
 
The Foxwood Square PUD was approved in 2006, prior to the City adopting the Inclusionary 
Zoning Ordinance in 2008. As a part of the PUD, the developer agreed to a cash contribution 
to the City’s Housing Trust Fund in the amount of $69,800. This was paid in its entirety in 
2007. 
 
Based on the most recent Affordable Housing Update, the requirement to provide affordable 
units is set a zero. Therefore, no additional units or fees are required. 
 

J. SCHOOL AND PARK FEE-IN-LIEU CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
School and Park Land Cash Fees were paid for the development in 2007. Fees for the 
additional units being proposed in the Concept Plan would be due at time of the first building 
permit for the new project. Land-Cash worksheets have been completed and submitted.  
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IV. PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

 
On 1/20/15, the Plan Commission conducted a public hearing. The following topics were 
discussed during the public hearing: 
 

 The amount of parking vs. greenspace and whether parking was appropriate in front of 
the mansion building. The Commission discussed a preference for locating all surface 
parking behind the mansion; however, this was not included as a condition of the Plan 
Commission recommendation. 
 

 Use of different materials vs. the existing and approved development (specifically the use 
of less masonry on the proposed townhome buildings and use of asphalt paving instead of 
the paver brick for the driveways) 

 
 Whether the proposal would impair property values 

 
 The proposed density 

 
The Plan Commission recommended approval of the project 7-0, subject to resolution of all staff 
comments prior to City Council action. 
 
The applicant has revised the plans to address the staff comments relating to the site and 
landscape plans. 
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